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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly 
pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant 
regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 38 is generally narrative and indefinite, failing to 
conform with current U.S. practice. More specifically, the 
instant rejection is applicable because the term "messages can 
be any type" appears after the period. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or 
a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 30-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Picard, U.S. Patent No. 6,115,455 (hereinafter 
Picard) . 
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Regarding claim 30, Picard discloses a method for 
processing dynamic mailboxes, comprising: 

associating a message with a subscriber; 

determining whether the subscriber has an existing mailbox; 

if the subscriber has the existing mailbox, storing a 
voicemail message from the telephone call in the existing 
mailbox; and 

if the subscriber does not have the existing mailbox, 
creating a new mailbox and storing the voicemail message in the 
new mailbox (see Figure 2) . 

Regarding claim 31, see Figure 2. 

Regarding claim 32, see Figure 2. 

Regarding claim 33, see Figure 2. 

Regarding claim 33, see Figure 2. 

Regarding claim 34, see Figure 2. 

5, Claims 39 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Pepe et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,742,668 
(hereinafter Pepe) . 

Regarding claim 39, . Pepe discloses a process for 
selectively retrieving messages, comprising: 
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embedding information about a stored message within a 
notification for the stored message; 

communicating the notification to a subscriber over a 
network; and 

responding to interaction between the subscriber and the 
embedded information to communicate the stored message to the 
subscriber (see column 21) . 

Regarding claim 40, see column 21. 

6. Claims 39-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as bei 
anticipated by Brilla et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,389,276 
(hereinafter Brilla) . 

Regarding claim 39, Brilla discloses a process for 
selectively retrieving messages, comprising: 

embedding information about a stored message within a 
notification for the stored message; 

communicating the notification to a subscriber over a 
network; and 

responding to interaction between the subscriber and the 
embedded information to communicate the stored message to the 
subscriber (see abstract) . 
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Regarding claim 40, see column 4. 
Regarding claim 41, see Figure 2. 
Regarding claim 42, see column 4. 

7. Claims 1-5, 8-16, 18, 21 and 25 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Fortman et al, U.S. 
Patent No. 5,987,100 (hereinafter Fortman). 

Regarding claim 1, Fortman discloses a method for 
exchanging messages between users, comprising: 

processing messages from a plurality of user networks 
having a plurality of network protocols, for storage in a 
message store; and 

accessing at least one of the messages in the message store 
from one of the user networks having any one of the network 
protocols (see Figures 7 and 8) . 

Regarding claim 2, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 3, see Figure 7. 

Regarding claim 4, see Figure 7. 

Regarding claim 5, see column 5. 
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Regarding claim 8, Fortman discloses a communications 
system for exchanging messages between users, comprising: 

a first messaging store (see unit 330 from Figure 3) for 
storing the messages; 

a first messaging server (see unit 340 from Figure 3) for 
accessing messages of the first message store; and 

at least one first server (see unit 320 from Figure 3) for 
interfacing between the messaging server and user networks such 
that the messages are exchanged between the users, via the first 
messaging server and the first messaging store, even if the user 
network employs a plurality of protocols. 



Regarding claim 9, see Figure 2 

. Regarding claim 10, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 11, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 12, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 13, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 14, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 15, see Figure 2. 

Regarding claim 16, see Figure 5. 

Regarding claim 18, see Figure 7. 

Regarding claim 21, see Figure 6. 
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Regarding claim 25, see column 5. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fortman in view of Picard. 

Regarding claim 6, although Fortman discloses the step of 
processing comprises associating one or more of the messages 
with a subscriber (see Figure 7), nowhere does Fortman disclose 
the step of process comprises: 

determining whether the subscriber has an existing mailbox; 

if the subscriber has the existing mailbox, storing the one 
or more messages in the existing mailbox; and 

if the subscriber does not have the existing mailbox, 
creating a new mailbox and storing the one or more messages in 
the new mailbox. 
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At any rate, Picard covers these features (see Figure 2) . 
For this reason, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Fortman with the method and apparatus for dynamically crearing 
message mailboxes as taught by Picard. This modification would 
have improved the system's efficiency by saving resources as 
suggested by Picard (see column 1) . 

10, Claims 17, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Fortman in view of Zirngibl et al, 
U.S. Patent No. 6,829,334 (hereinafter Zirngibl). 

Regarding claim 17, although Fortman discloses the messages 
being encapsulated in documents within the first message store 
(see Figure 7), Fortman does not disclose the documents are XML 
documents. All the same, Zirngibl covers this feature (see 
Figure 4) . Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Fortman wherein the documents are XML documents as shown 
by Saylor. This modification would have improved the system's 
user friendliness by delivering personalized information as 
suggested by Zirngibl (see column 5) . 
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Regarding claim 19, nowhere does Fortman disclose the first 
server comprising a first notification server for notifying 
subscribers of a newly activated service. Regardless, Zirngibl 
discloses this limitation (see abstract) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Fortman with the 
notification of Zirngibl. This modification would have improved 
the system's user friendliness by delivering personalized 
information as suggested by Zirngibl (see column 5) . 

Regarding claim 20, Fortman fails to disclose the first 
server comprising a first notification server for prompting 
subscribers users for action. Even so, Zirngibl teaches such 
(see Figure 9) . Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Fortman with the prompts of Zirngibl. This modification 
would have improved the system's convenience by enabling the 
subscriber to modify a subscription as suggested Zirngibl (see 
column 7) . 



Application/Control Page 10 

Number: 10/661,962 
Art Unit: 2614 

11. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fortman in view of Rhee, U.S. Patent No. 
5,524,137 (hereinafter Rhee). 

Regarding claim 22, Fortman does not explicitly mention a 
first directory/authentication server for authenticating access 
to the messages in cooperation with the first messaging server. 
Yet, Rhee discusses this limitation (see Figure 3) . As a result, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Fortman with the 
login and password of Rhee. This modification would have 
improved the system's reliability by providing security. 

12. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fortman in view of Kuter et al, U.S. Patent 
No. 6,876,729 (hereinafter Kuter). 

Regarding claim 24, Fortman does not clearly teach the 
first message store indexes the messages. Nevertheless, Kuter 
discloses this limitation (see abstract) . For this reason, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Fortman wherein the 
first message store indexes the messages as taught by Kuter. 
This modification would have improved the system's user- 
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friendliness by enabling a user to find a specific piece of 
information within a message as taught by Kuter (see column 2) . 

13. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fortman in view of Cohn et al, U.S. Patent No. 
5,740,231 (hereinafter Cohn). 

Regarding claim 23, Fortman fails to teach a first 
billing/reporting server for creating and storing CDRs . All the 
same, Cohn discloses this feature (see Figure 13) . And so, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Fortman with the 
billing system of Cohn. This modification would have improved 
the system's profitability by enabling the service provider to 
charge fees for rendered services. 

14. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fortman in view of Bhogal et al, U.S. Patent 
No. 6,751,298 (hereinafter Bhogal). 

Regarding claim 26, Fortman fails to teach a first 
synchronization server synchronizing messages at different nodes 
of the user networks. Even so, Bhogal discloses this limitation 
(see Figure 8) . Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Fortman with a first synchronization server synchronizing 
messages at different nodes of the user networks as shown by 
Bhogal. This modification would have improved the system's 
convenience by allowing a cellular telephone to easily reach its 
voice mail messages when the cellular telephone cannot obtain a 
carrier signal as suggested by Bhogal (see column 2) . 



Allowable Subject Matter 

15. Claims 7, 27 and' 35 are objected to as being dependent upon 
a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims, 

16. Claim 38 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to 
overcome the rejection (s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, 
set forth in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Olisa 
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Anwah whose telephone number is 571-272-7533. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8,30 AM to 6 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang can be 
reached on 571-272-7547. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are 571-273-8300 for regular communications and 571-273-8300 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2600. 





Olisa Anwah 
Patent Examiner 
February 6, 2008 



